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The 10-person elected Highlands Neighborhood Association board has the following questions and concerns 
about the NE 85th Street Station Area Plan. 
 

Is the demand for housing in Kirkland going to be satisfied by high-density housing, or is there a distinct 
demand for medium-density housing such as single family, ADUs, and townhomes? If people want a yard or a 
garden, is the high-density housing going to help with that demand and help with rising SFR prices in the city? 

 

Do we have a confident understanding of how the different DEIS alternatives will impact housing affordability? 
Have we studied how density increases in peer cities, such as Bellevue, have impacted the prices for various 
types of housing? Are there any studies about how different approaches to density and creation of housing 
stock have impacted home prices? 

 

Access to open space, to places for children to play, for people to interact with neighbors, and to do things like 
gardening, are important. Can we add more parks, trails, and community gardens in the North Rose Hill area 
as a mitigation for higher density? How about a fenced-in playground for young children like the Tot Lot? Open 
space can also be added to multi-story buildings in the form of Central courtyards; it doesn't all have to be 
parks on city owned land. 
 

One of our board members who participated in the Kirkland 2035 planning process remembers  many 
residents saying they "didn't want to be another Bellevue with high rises" and she is concerned about the 
perception of disregarding resident input. 
 

Increasing density near transit is a powerful tool for reducing car dependence and increasing sustainability. As 
an alternative tool to increase density within walking distance of the STRIDE Station, have we considered a 
modest density increase throughout the city, spreading the load and creating a more people-scale cityscape? 

 

Can we require developers to build to zoned density when they redevelop, instead of, for example, putting a 
single large home on a lot zoned for three units? 

 

We are concerned about the potential impact of tall buildings on pedestrians, such as shadows, wind funneling, 
and turbulence. 
 

Several Highlands neighbors expressed concern about commuters parking in our neighborhood to access the 
BRT. The draft EIS suggests that the city "Implement requirements for robust monitoring and management of 
parking and the TDM measures in the Study Area to ensure that people are not parking in the surrounding 
neighborhood to avoid these parking management measures." Based on projections that most riders will 
access the station via transfer from local bus, on foot, or by bicycle, this may not be a problem. However, we 
ask that the city monitor the parking situation in the Highlands neighborhood and work in partnership with 
impacted neighbors should street parking in the Highlands become problematic. 
 

In order to encourage people to access the station by bike, and thus reduce carbon impacts and parking and 
traffic problems, please work with Sound Transit to provide a secure and weather-protected bicycle parking 
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facility, either on Station property or city property. Sound Transit's BikeLink on-demand lockers are one 
approach to consider. The facility should include accommodations for electric and cargo bikes. 
 

Can we get any useful data from our experience with the 124th St Transit Center in Totem Lake? What have 
we learned from the growth that has taken place there? 

 

I’m concerned about the mismatch between housing and jobs in these proposals. If there are too many jobs for 
the number of households, where will all those extra people live? It creates more pressure on housing prices. It 
seems to me that the average household can support two jobs.  
Alternative 1: up to 2,782 households and 10,859 jobs = 4 jobs per household 

Alternative 2:  up to 8,509 households and 28,688 jobs = 3.4 jobs per household 

Alternative 3: up to 10,909 households and 34,988 jobs = 3.2 jobs per household 

 

The Kirkland Comprehensive Plan calls for a 2035 growth target of 8351 units (VII.7 "Housing Goals", 
"Housing Supply"). Under Alternative 3, a net additional 8127 units compared to Alternative 1 will be created 
just within the Station Area. Does that level of growth concentrated in Kirkland align with the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan, as well as larger regional goals?  
 

The Cascadia Vision 2050 document (https://connectcascadia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Cascadia-
Vision-2050_Published.pdf) suggests the following model (p14-15) to sustainably accommodate growth in the 
region: 

• "hub cities in currently underdeveloped areas within Cascadia" "built on underdeveloped land 40-100 
miles from urban cores" with "dense housing for 300k-400k people" and "200k jobs"; 

• "an additional 800k people in Cascadia's existing mid-sized cities". (In order to accommodate this 
without an unsustainable level of car commuting, the report calls for "more jobs within the mid-sized 
cities themselves" and "a transit option that is both more convenient and more sustainable than 
driving".) 

How much of this projected growth should Kirkland absorb? 

 

We look forward to working further with City staff to create a Station Area Plan we can all feel good about. 
 

--The Highlands Neighborhood Association board,  
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Allison Zike

From: Matt Holle 

Sent: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 4:09 PM

To: Allison Zike

Subject: RE: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Thank you Allison. 

 

Regarding this, yes, please include my comments as part of the DSEIS record. 

 

Thanks again. 

 

-matt 

 

From: Allison Zike <AZike@kirklandwa.gov>  

Sent: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 1:39 PM 

To: Matt Holle  

Subject: RE: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan 

 

Thank you for your comments.  We have just published the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement (DSEIS), which includes analysis of the three alternatives being studied for the Station Area.  This 

information provides many details about the alternatives, anticipated impacts, and mitigation measures.  The 

DSEIS can help community members learn more about the alternatives, as we seek input to help us start make 

choices about what options the community supports for the Station Area.  

 

The DSEIS is available now available on the project website: www.kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan. We 

appreciate your time providing us with feedback; and want to make sure you aware of the below upcoming 

events where we hope to learn more from the community. 

The Station Area Plan Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) is now available and the 

formal public comment period ends February 5, 2021.  If you would like your previous comments to be 

received as part of the formal DSEIS comment period, please respond to this email and confirm to be part of 

the DSEIS record. Comments received during the comment period require a response in the Final 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, which will be adopted with the final Station Area Plan. 

A virtual Community Workshop is still scheduled for January 7, 2021.  A link to register for the open house is 

now available on the project webpage at www.kirklandwa.gov/stationareaplan, and the DSEIS will be available 

on the webpage after  publication.  Advance registration for the workshop is required.  Please feel free to 

forward this email, or the attached poster, to your community members.   

Thank you, and please feel free to send along any further comments or questions. 

 

Allison Zike, AICP | Senior Planner 

City of Kirkland | Planning  & Building Department 

azike@kirklandwa.gov | 425.587.3259 

■ 
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From: Matt Holle   

Sent: Wednesday, December 16, 2020 11:54 AM 

To: Allison Zike <AZike@kirklandwa.gov> 

Subject: NE 85th Street Station Area Plan 

 

I’m am strongly against any of these proposed zoning changes. 

 

We chose to opt out of light rail (on the cross-Kirkland corridor) while both Redmond and Bellevue did not. These cities 

should be the default locations for large business facilities, and Kirkland should be a housing community. 

 

-matt 

 

 

 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail account is part of the public domain. Any correspondence and attachments, including personal 

information, sent to and from the City of Kirkland are subject to the Washington State Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 

RCW, and may be subject to disclosure to a third party requestor, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege 

asserted by an external party.  
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Allison Zike

From: Jeffrey Hoyt 

Sent: Monday, February 15, 2021 7:59 AM

To: Allison Zike; Jeremy McMahan; Planning Commissioners; City Council; Penny Sweet; 

Amy Bolen

Cc: Brian Granowitz

Subject: Fwd: Feedback on the SAP DEIS from Brian Granowitz, Kirkland resident - Please don’t 

ruin our neighborhood

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 

To all concerned parties, 

I strongly agree with all that Mr. Graniwitz shared in his email below. My neighbors and I didn't purchase our 

homes expecting that zoning would be changed to allow for taller buildings and increased density of 

commercial use buildings. Not only will this create "canyons of darkness" in our residential neighborhood, but 

the proposed zoning change will impact residents negatively on several fronts. There is no upside to this 

proposed change for those of us that live in the area Mr. Granowitz references in the letter below.  

 

Best regards, 

Jeffrey J Hoyt 

 

 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Brian Granowitz  

Date: Sun, Feb 14, 2021 at 2:12 PM 

Subject: Feedback on the SAP DEIS from Brian Granowitz, Kirkland resident - Please don’t ruin our neighborhood 

To: azike@kirklandwa.gov <azike@kirklandwa.gov>, jmcmahan@kirklandwa.gov <jmcmahan@kirklandwa.gov>, 

PlanningCommissioners@kirklandwa.gov <PlanningCommissioners@kirklandwa.gov>, CityCouncil@kirklandwa.gov 

<CityCouncil@kirklandwa.gov>, psweet@kirklandwa.gov <psweet@kirklandwa.gov>, abolen@kirklandwa.gov 

<abolen@kirklandwa.gov> 

Cc: Brian Granowitz  

 

Hello, 

  

I’d welcome the chance to talk with you about the following. 

  

I’m writing about the Station Area Plan (SAP) DEIS, https://www.kirklandwa.gov/files/sharedassets/public/planning-

amp-building/station-area-materials/stationareaplan_draftseis_complete1-5-2021.pdf. 
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Both alternatives 2 and 3 call for rezoning PLA 5A, B, C, & D, highlighted below, changing the largely residential area of 

the Moss Bay neighborhood to mixed use, and substantially increasing the allowable heights of the buildings, currently 

30 to 40 feet, to 65 or 85 feet. I’m strongly opposed to this, any other benefits of the SAP are overshadowed by this. 

  

 

  

When Urban went in, with substantially increased height rezoning, I knew that this would eventually be proposed for 

our mostly residential Moss Bay neighborhood, which happens to be across 6th St from Urban. Again, I am strongly 

opposed to changes in heights allowed in PLA 5A, B, C, & D. We would end up living in a canyon surrounded by 85’ tall 

buildings. 

  

The office park, below highlighted with orange, next to my condominium complex, highlighted with blue, was 

grandfathered into our residential area but was zoned residential. The office park owners wanted spot rezoning to allow 

them to upgrade their office buildings, which the nearby residents were not in favor of. Instead of going to court over 

this, we met with the city and the owners of office park and we came up with a compromise that spot zoned their lot so 

they could do that. If the city changes the zoning in our area, I’ll feel that the compromise we negotiated in good faith, 

and avoided litigation, was taken advantage of.  

  

Erltiblt 1-5. Growth Concept for Aetlon1 Alteinofiv.es 

ll===H~
;//4 

·-- ..... ., ....... . '•- --...... ;···----- ·---···---- ··----------1 
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For office buildings in our zones, primarily on 6th St, such as the Tableau\FileNet building at 720 4th Ave, their existing 

zoning\height is enough. The residential residents in our Moss Bay neighborhood don’t want tall building pushing into 

our neighborhood, creating canyons of darkness. 

  

Also, the DEIS describes the neighborhoods that will be affect as commercial areas such Rose Hill, this is misleading. Our 

neighborhood is a residential area in the Moss Bay neighborhood, again, zones PLA 5A, B, C, & D. It makes me question 

the research for the alternatives, who was consulted, such as the residents of my neighborhood. None of my neighbors 

knew about this effort until early February, and apparently this effort has been in the works since early 2020. And the 

survey that is available for this effort only asks questions about the effect to Rose Hill and Norkirk, our Moss Bay 

neighborhood isn’t represented in the questions, the feedback\data will be inaccurate. 

  

“Alternative 2: This alternative would create a Station Area Plan and Form Based Code allowing for added 

housing and commercial/retail activity in buildings up to 150 feet in height closest to the station and along major 

street corridors and 25-85 feet elsewhere. Alternative 2 would allow for moderate growth throughout the 

district, primarily focused on existing commercial areas such as Rose Hill. For the year 2044, the anticipated 

total . . . “ 

  

None of the other zones in the Moss Bay neighborhood, highlighted below in yellow, have proposed height changes, 

why just our area, how is this justified, and which residents in the area where talked with during the last year or more of 

planning? None of my neighbors knew about this until early February. 
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Please don’t ruin our neighborhood by changing the zoning and allowing 65’ or 85’ tall building. 

• I’d welcome the chance to talk with you about this. 

  

By the way, the information in the plan, especially the charts\images in the 

https://www.kirklandwa.gov/Government/Departments/Planning-and-Building/Code-and-Plan-Amendment-

Projects/NE-85th-Street-Station-Area-Plan are impossible for a color blind person, such as myself, to read; I had help. It’s 

not accessible to the 10% of men who are color blind. 

  

-40 851 f No f,,jlilCha'l\i ... I CIMli -Dlift;jl'lll!.-d 

4.S ISO eet 651 S,. (1110f'I Loe;"~ 
U1bonC Ir 

65 feel ■ 300 O srudy AH!o 

0 II ~. ~ :1111BERK 
1G 



5

Thank you, 

  

Brian Granowitz 

 

   * I live and work in Kirkland. 
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Allison Zike

From: S Hurst 

Sent: Sunday, February 14, 2021 7:14 PM

To: Allison Zike

Subject: NE 85th St Station Area Plan Draft SEIS Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello, 

 

Kirkland does not need any more tall buildings.  What Kirkland needs is more green space with plenty of pedestrian and 

bicycle access.  Please ensure that future generations can enjoy public spaces and more green areas!  

 

Thanks and best, 

-Stephanie Hurst  
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Allison Zike

From:

Sent: Sunday, January 17, 2021 2:54 PM

To: Allison Zike

Cc:

Subject: 85th St. plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hi Allison,  
 
I  have  attended  the 1-7 and  the 1-14 zoom  sessions of  this 85th 
plan.  I  have  the  following questions. 
I know  you  are very  busy,  but hopefully  can answer 
these  things  that  I  don't  understand. 
I  have  assumed  that  both  of  these  sessions  were  orchestrated  by Sound Transit 
as  informational to both the  public  and  to the planning 
commission.  IF  this  is  in  error, please  advise. 
 
1. Why  does  the  plan negate   the already  in  place neighborhood plans  for North 
and  South Rosehill which addressed  growth and zoning. And  which  was 
supposedly  in place  till 2035?  This 
took  time  from  staff  and  community  and  was  well  thought  out. And  why  is 
Sound Transit  involved  in  Kirkland neighborhood  planning? 
 
2. This  new plan  does  not  in anyway take  into  account  the  already in  place 
building and  growth that  currently  exists  with the  Madison  and  Continental Divide 
plan  and  those  in place  for South Rose Hill. 
All NRH growth is already impacted  by the  Totem Lake 
condo's  and  apartments  as  well  as the  upcoming Revel and other projects.  20 
story buildings  are  best  left  to Bellevue. What a  novel idea  to 
provide  mixed  housing  in  the  form  of duplex, cottages ,single family homes, and 
low rise apartments  all situated  together in the same area  instead  of  rows  of high 
rises  with commercial lead in's as  the  ground floor occupants. 
 
3.What  possible reasoning  is  in  place  if  we  
choose Alternate plan 1   to  do  with  health food  options? And  assumes, alt #2 and 3 
is enhancing this? 
This  statement  is  very  off  putting  to  a  lot  of  folks.  And  makes  no  sense. 
 
4.  Why is  there  no  plan  for  parking for  those  interested  in  using  the 
405  interchange.  Neighborhoods  are  unable  to  absorb this. 
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5. I  am  unable  to  access  the  survey from  the  link given 
at  these  meetings.  Could  you give  me  the  right link?   Thanks 
 
6. What  benefits will there be  specifically  toward senior populations?  Bike paths and 
walking paths designated  do  not particularly impact older populations who  do  not 
use  them. Ease  of  accessing downtown Kirkland  and  the park systems 
is  a  priority. The complicated maps for navigating access are  not  well  understood.  
 
Appreciate  the time  and  thought given  to  involve  public input.  
Kathy  Iverson 
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Allison Zike

From: John Janssen 

Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 8:54 PM

To: Planning Commissioners; Allison Zike

Subject: Station Area Plan - comment on projected peak traffic delays

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Based on this document ->  
Kirkland NE 85th St Station Area Plan and Planned Action DEIS  
Page 60  
Exhibit 1-19. Alternative 2 and 3: 2044 PM Peak Hour LOS and Delay, With and Without Mitigations  
   
Comment -  
The majority of intersections listed in the exhibit indicate a service level of F, even with improvements, 
for both Alternatives 2 and 3.   Such extended traffic delays sound horrible, and a complete gamble to 
bank on currently neither proposed nor analyzed possibilities that  might lead to better than nasty 
results.    By comparison, Alternative 1 looks far less bad, and I assume safer (or less unsafe, 
depending on perspective).    What weight does the city give to projected safety and lack of traffic 
jams  vs.  increased density?  
   
Regards,  
John Janssen  

  




